ANY HISTORIANS hold that the organization of ancient Greek society was in origin an essentially tribal system.' The elements of society in this prehistoric form, the tribes, phratries, and gene, were supposedly based purely and uniquely on kinship. So membership in these earliest groups depended solely on birth; they were not defined, nor did they exist in the real space, or territory, of the state. This character supposedly corresponds to the situation of the Greeks in some prehistoric age, when they were a nomadic, migratory people. We are asked to imagine that such a people, living without fixed geographic residence, could only be organized along purely tribal lines; they could have no conception of or use for geographic organization and institutions.2 As sedentary states developed, this tribal system came to be replaced by a more modern, territorial system of organization.
although not identified by a demotic in the phratry inscription, was surely a member of the deme of Dekeleia. His son, a certain Ekphantides of Dekeleia, is attested as the lessee of a mine in the second half of the 4th century B.C.11 The phratriarch, Pantakles (PA 11594), came from Oion Dekeleikon, presumably; lines 11-12). He is known only from this inscription.
The demotics of the proposers of the three phratry decrees, Hierokles (line 13: PA 7476), Nikodemos (line 68: PA 10869, 10870), and Menexenos (line 114: PA 9972), are not mentioned in the inscription. Nikodemos, at least, is certainly from Dekeleia. His tombstone and those of his immediate family have been found close to that deme.'2 It would appear to be a safe presumption that the other two were also Dekeleian demesmen. 
The phratry of the DYALEIS kept property and an

A group called the ELASIDAI possessed a sanctuary of Apollo Patroos in Kephissia:
IGII 2, 2602. The status of this group is not certain: it may be either a genos or a phratry. Toepffer originally identified the Elasidai as a phratry,14 and I tentatively follow him in including them in this list. No member of the group is known.
An inscription containing religious regulations of an ANONYMOUS PHRATRY was seen by
Wilhelm "in the garden of A. R. Rangavis," in Kephissia:
IG II2, 1240. This inscription closes with the proviso that it be erected in front of the phratry's sanctuary. It would therefore seem likely that this phratry's shrine was located in Kephissia. If so, then this inscription very likely emanated from the phratry of the Elasidai (I.5). Unfortunately, it cannot be regarded as certain that this inscription was found in Kephissia. Rangavis, a famous poet, antiquarian, and collector, may have acquired the stone elsewhere and had it brought to his house. 5 No member of the phratry is attested.
7. In the eastern part of the Agora, near the entrance of the later Roman Agora, the THERRI-KLEIDAI maintained a sanctuary of their eponym, a OE)ppLKfEO^v, which dates at least to the mid5th century B.C. Three inscriptions attesting this phratry are known:
A. IGII This phratry evidently had a link of some sort with an urban deme, Melite.16 No member of the phratry is attested.
The THYMAITIAN PHRATRY is known from two inscriptions, both found in the city of Athens:
A. IG 12, 886; B. Hesperia Suppl. 9, p. 11, no. 21. The phratry worshipped Zeus Xenios and some other deity, perhaps Herakles, in the neighborhood of the north slope of the Areopagus. Because of its name, however, it is likely that the phratry had some ancient connection with the deme of Thymaitadai, a settlement of great antiquity and one of the Tetrakomoi. Thus it seems that this phratry probably had two shrines: its traditional shrine in or near the deme Thymaitadai, and a second shrine in the city of Athens.17 9. The phratry of the MEDONTIDAI is known from four inscriptions, found in widely ranging parts of Attica:
A. Hesperia 10, 1941, pp. 14-27, no. I8 There are rather serious problems in the interpretation of these four inscriptions. It is certain from inscription A that Medontidai is the name of a phratry. The same patronymic, however, is also used to describe a semimythological line of Athenian kings, who were objects of a cult in the Classical period: inscriptions B and C may both conceivably be construed as attesting these heroes rather than the phratry. Furthermore there is some evidence that Medontidai may also have been the name of agenos.'9 Cf. III.5.
No member of the phratry is certainly attested. In the list of poletai from the Agora (A) a certain Kichonides, son of Diogeiton of Gargettos, and the KOLVOV of the phratry of the Medontidai put in a claim on the property of Theosebes of Xypete. It is, however, not clear from the context whether or not Kichonides is a member of the phratry.20 10. According to the ancient lexicographers both the TITAKIDAI and THYRGONIDAI were at the same time phratries and gene: Photios, s.v. Titakidai; Et. Mag., s.v.; Bekker, Anecdota, p. 308, line 16. This information derives ultimately from comedy, and the lexicographers themselves are uncertain of the precise status of the two groups.21 Whether or not these associations were phratries is 16 Inscription B was carved on the same stone as a decree of that deme. For further discussion of this phratry see C. W. Hedrick, Jr., "Old and New on the Attic Phratry of the Therrikleidai," Hesperia 52, 1983, pp. 299-302; idem (footnote 11 above), pp. 267-273. 17 For a fuller discussion of this phratry see C. W. Hedrick, Jr., "The Thymaitian Phratry," Hesperia 57, 1988, pp. 81-85. 18 The phratry list (B) was put in the protection of the tutelary gods of the phratry, Zeus and Athena Phratrios, and must accordingly have stood in the phratry's sanctuary. The decree (A) concerns a renovation of the temple of the same two gods ancdt so would appropriately be erected in close proximity to that building. It is clear, then, that the findspots of the inscriptions must reflect the location of the phratry's center. In the decree of the phratry, two men, doubtless members of the phratry, are honored for their services to the association: Arreneides son of Charikles (lines 3-4: PA 2254) and his son (lines 3, 12), whose name is imperfectly preserved. The inscription typically does not cite their demotics, but fortunately they are known from other sources: both are members of a wealthy and famous family, which hailed from the deme of Paiania.26
A decree of an ANONYMOUS PHRATRY was found near the deme of Kydantidai:
Ic 112, 1239. The document closes with the proviso that it be erected "in front of the phratry's sanctuary." The findspot of the inscription thus gives the approximate location of the phratry's sanctuary. No member of the phratry is attested.
14. The altar of an ANONYMOUS PHRATRY was located in the city of Athens at Plataia Karamanou, probably within the confines of the ancient deme of Skambonidai: 
GENERAL REMARKS ABOUT THE PHRATRY AND ITS SHRINE
It is well known that after 508 B.C. the citizen body of ancient Athens was organized by means of the Kleisthenic demes and tribes. In addition to these affiliations, however, all citizens were also enrolled in older, tribal organizations: the phratries.51 Before the time of Kleisthenes the phratry evidently served as the mediator of citizenship52 and as a unit for the organization and administration of local affairs.
There is 51 This is a controversial point. Hignett (pp. 55-56, 59-60) argued that in the Classical period all Athenians were members of phratries. In recent years most seem to have come to the opposite conclusion: that after Kleisthenes phratry membership, though a common affiliation of Athenian citizens, was not a necessary one: see, e.g., Rhodes, p. 70. I agree with Hignett that phratry membership continued to be prerequisite for citizenship even after 508. I will argue this point at length in a future essay. Each phratry met at its shrine at various times of the year to celebrate festivals and to conduct business. So, for example, there is evidence that at least some phratries met to observe the Thargelias7 as well as the Anthesteria.58 The phratries apparently also played a part in the celebration of the Great Dionysia59 and in the Synoikia.60 The most important festival, however, observed by all Attic phratries, was the Apatouria, celebrated every autumn in the month of Pyanopsion.61
The Apatouria was celebrated in Athens and throughout the Ionian world, "wherever men descended from the Athenians flourished."62 The festival is explicitly attested in many cities other than Athens,63 and elsewhere the existence of a month called Apatourion may be cited as indirect evidence of its presence.64 In Attica, as elsewhere, the Apatouria was the major festival of the phratry. It was celebrated with a variety of activities, including contests, It used to be maintained that all the various phratries of Attica celebrated the Apatouria en masse, at one central location in the city of Athens itself. Accordingly a large portion of the population of Attica would have been obliged to make its way from the countryside into the city in order to attend the meetings of their respective phratries.
The evidence adduced in support of this position comes from Xenophon's Hellenika (1.7.8). After the battle of Arginoussai a meeting of the Assembly was held to deliberate the fate of the generals who had abandoned the Athenian sailors to be drowned. Prominent politicians, including Theramenes, spoke against them. Several of the generals, however, offered a cogent defence, pleading that they had been hindered by a violent storm from rescuing the survivors. The Assembly was on the point of acquitting them, but since it was so late in the day it was decided to postpone the issue to a later meeting. After this the Apatouria was celebrated, in which the fathers and relatives congregate together. So those in Theramenes' party arranged for a great number of men at this festival to wear black cloaks and shave their hair to the skin so that they might attend the assembly as though they were relatives of those who had died....
This passage seems to imply that the Athenians assembled in the city to celebrate the Apatouria, and that the Ekklesia might convene during the festival. None would now accept that this passage may be taken to mean that phratries normally met in the city of Athens. Most would argue that in extraordinary circumstances, such as those described by Xenophon in this passage, the Athenians might be compelled to celebrate the festival in the city.69 Thus coincidence of meeting and festival may be seen as an extraordinary occurrence, prompted by the circumstances of the Athenians during the Dekeleian war.70 Normally each phratry would have met in its local, regional shrine. 70 Even this explanation may be unnecessary. Xenophon does not unambiguously state that the supporters of Theramenes attended the Assembly during the celebration of the Apatouria. It seems to me possible (and The issue of the location of phratry meetings during the Apatouria was settled conclusively by the discovery of the "Decrees of the Demotionidai" (1.3): these decrees illustrate the normal procedure of phratries at the Apatouria, as well as the disruptive effects of the long isolation from the traditional rural phratry sanctuaries during the Dekeleian war.
The Spartan occupation of Dekeleia had an especially severe impact on the phratry of the Demotionidai. Because of the enemy's presence the phratry could not return to its traditional sanctuary at Dekeleia to celebrate the Apatouria and induct new members. During this period of enforced isolation, some unqualified individuals managed to infiltrate the ranks of the phratry.
In 396/5, on the motion of Hierokles, the phratry passed a speciat decree ordering a purge of its registers. Also, so that the problem might never recur, the-Demotionidai required that its ceremonies of induction be conducted only at the phratry's tradiftional shrine at Dekeleia ( The "place which the Dekeleians frequent" is well known from a passage in Lysias:72 it was a favorite city haunt of the demesmen of Dekeleia, a barber shop near the Herms, in the vicinity of the northwest entrance of the Agora. Some members of the phratry had evidently been sacrificing elsewhere than at Dekeleia. Otherwise there is no reason to insist that henceforth sacrifice be brought only to the phratry shrine. This isolation of the phratry from its shrine in Dekeleia then was perhaps more likely) that the historian means that groups were organized during the Apatouria to attend a later Assembly meeting, that is, an Assembly meeting after the festival was over. This is, for example, the view of M. Hansen, The Athenian Assembly in the Age of Demosthenes, Oxford 1987, p. 82 and note 514. 71 The fact that the notice here is to be posted only in the city, not at Dekeleia as well, is in itself a concession to the exigencies of war. The proposer of this decree is discussing circumstances in which it will be impossible to meet at the phratry shrine, circumstances like those of the Dekeleian war. In such a situation it is presumed that the phraters will be unable to remain in the vicinity of the shrine but will be forced to migrate to Athens. So it would be pointless to post notices at the shrine itself.
72 Lysias, 23.2 (Against Pankleon).
apparently seen as contributing in some way to the breakdown of the mechanism by which the phratry screened prospective members. After the Dekeleian war, many members of this phratry continued to live in the city of Athens. Some forty years after the decree of Hierokles the same phratry outlined the procedure for notifying its members in advance of the names of those about to be introduced to the phratry. The names of the candidates were to be inscribed on two separate boards. The phratriarch was to display one at the place in the city "which the Dekeleians frequent;" the phratry priest was to display the other in "the sanctuary of Leto," presumably in or near Dekeleia (I.3, lines 121-125) . Although notices are posted in both city and deme, initiation rites clearly could be performed only at the local altar of the phratry in Dekeleia.
From this inscription it is clear that members of phratries did not regularly meet at a central point in the city of Athens but at their respective ancient shrines, which were scattered throughout the territory of Attica. Even those members of a rural phratry who had taken up residence in the city of Athens would be obliged to make the journey back to their ancestral sanctuary to celebrate the Apatouria.
Because the Athenians were bound by ties of religion and tradition to their villages and local shrines, the confinement imposed on them by the Spartan occupation of Dekeleia was an especial hardship. The more specific Greek term for "phratry seat" or "shrine", 4paTpLov, is seldom attested, and then chiefly in the late scholiasts and lexicographers, who define it as a place or sanctuary79 where members of the phratry assembled. This definition is confirmed by the formation of the word itself.80 Evidence for the use of the word in the documents of Attic phratries can be recovered from only two fragmentary inscriptions, both of which close with the requirement that the inscription be erected "on a marble stele in front of the sparpIoV" (I.6, line 1 1; I. 1 3, line 27).81 The word is not used in any literary text of the Classical period.
No physical description of any phratry shrine is provided by the ancient sources. A vague notion of the essential features of such a meeting place, however, may be gained by considering the physical and spatial demands of the rites conducted in the shrine. 77 It is significant that this same adjective is sometimes used, by Thucydides and others, to describe the old Athenian constitution, the 7rarpLOs 7rWoLrdla. See The word also appears at the end of 1.3, as I will show in a future edition of that inscription.
Doubtless the most important element of the phratry shrine was the altar. When the members of the phratry voted on the admission of a candidate, they took their ballots "from the altar" (I.3, lines 17, 29, 104; II.4, 11-15). When witnesses swore an oath they held onto the altar (I.3, line 76). Admission proceedings were accompanied by sacrifice on the altar (I.3, passim) . If a member objected to the admission of a candidate, he might remove the victim from the altar (II.4, 11-15) . Similarly, application to a phratry may be described simply as "being brought to the altar" (II.11, 13-17) .
Besides the altar, the only physical imperative for a phratry shrine was an open space sufficient to accommodate the membership of the phratry. To be sure, a phratry might possess more elaborate facilities. As has been noted, at least two phratries constructed permanent meeting houses, otKtat, and another built and outfitted its own temple.
AN ATHENIAN PHRATRY SHRINE
One phratry shrine has been discovered and partially excavated in the northern part of the ancient city of Athens, probably in the deme of Skambonidai: this is the only phratry shrine yet to be uncovered in all of Attica and so warrants special attention.82
In 1937, the Athenian Department of Public Works, while digging the foundations for a public washroom at the Plataia Karamanou,83 discovered an altar of Zeus Phratrios and Athena Phratria in situ, resting on bedrock (Fig. 1, P1. 80 The altar was found in association with two walls which meet at a 90-degree angle (Fig. 3) . It was in alignment with the walls rather than with the cardinal points of the compass, so that side A faced northwest, B southwest, C southeast, and D northeast. The orientation of the walls in turn was determined by the ancient streets which surrounded them: the northwesterly of the two walls fronted on one of the major arteries of ancient Athens, the road leading from the Agora to the Acharnian gate.84 The walls presumably should be taken as the western corner of the phratry's temenos.
A drain runs on the bedrock beneath the northeastern part of the Acharnian road, abutting on the exterior of the temenos wall (Fig. 4) . There is little to indicate the date of the drain's construction. Kyparissis and Thompson argue from the relative levels of the top of the drain (i.e., the surface of the road) and of the altar that the installation of the drain must be later than that of the altar.85 They further note that the masonry of the drain is consistent with a date in the Hellenistic period. It is to be expected that an institution such as the phratry would have its meeting place in the immediate vicinity of some population center,87 and all known phratry shrines are located in close proximity to some rural deme or even within the walls of ancient Athens itself. Moreover, there seems to have been an ancient perception of a special and exclusive relationship between a phratry and the deme closest to its shrine. This perception is most clearly manifested by a habit of omission: in phratry documents it is normal to provide demotics for all phratry members save for those who hailed from the deme in which the phratry shrine was located.88 Thus there was a presumption that members of this deme constituted a special class within the phratry. 86 We are unfortunately ignorant of the reasons for this decision: the entire temenos was never excavated. In view of this evidence it would be remarkable if there were any examples of two or more phratry shrines associated with any given locality or deme. With the exception of the city of Athens, there is only a single locale that may conceivably have had more than one phratry shrine located in it: the deme of Kephale. There is indubitable evidence that the phratry of the Achniadai (I.1) had a shrine at or near this deme. There is also one bit of rather debatable evidence, a votive inscription, for the presence of the phratry of the Medontidai (1.9) in this same deme.89 If the Achniadai and Medontidai did indeed both have their shrines in this deme, then not all phratries enjoyed a unique relationship with the settlement and territory in the immediate vicinity of the phratry shrine.
It is unfortunately impossible to draw any more specific conclusions about the distribution of the phratry shrines in the Attic countryside. There is no pattern to the locations of the various shrines, nor to their associations with the various demes. In some cases phratries are associated with very large demes, such as Paiania, Alopeke, and Anaphlystos, in others they are linked to very small demes, such as Thymaitadai, Boutadai, and Myrrhinous.90 It would be interesting if phratries were typically associated with the settlements reputed to be the most ancient in Attica, such as the notorious "twelve towns".91 Although we know of phratries linked with some of these "pre-Thesean Kingdoms", such as Dekeleia (1.3) and Thymaitadai (1.8), which was one of the Tetrapoleis, in most cases associated demes are unremarkable.
At least six, possibly seven phratry shrines were located in Athens. The Gleontian phratry (1.2) kept a sanctuary on the Kephissos river near the Agora; the Therrikleidai (1.7) maintained a sanctuary of their eponym in the eastern part of the Agora, near the entrance of the later Roman Agora. The Thymaitian phratry (1.8) worshipped Zeus Xenios and two other gods on the southern side of the Agora, while the Medontidai (1.9) had a sanctuary near the entrance of the Akropolis. At least two, possibly three anonymous phratries kept shrines in the vicinity of the Agora: a short walk to the north of the Agora, at Plataia Karamanou, is the phratry temenos discovered with an altar in situ (1.14; see pp. 256-259 above); near the Stoa of Attalos two phratry inscriptions have been found (I.15 and 1.16), which may conceivably belong to the same shrine.
Virtually all the "urban" shrines are known from the area of the Agora. Certainly the Agora has been more completely explored than most other parts of Athens, and this may account for the apparent absence of phratry shrines elsewhere in the city; if so no generalization about the locations of these shrines is possible. Nevertheless, the possibilities remain that the geographic distribution of the known urban phratry shrines is representative and that most such shrines were clustered around the Agora.
Such a coincidence of location is unlikely to be fortuitous. If most urban shrines are clustered in this area, it is doubtless because they are satellites of the civic center of Athens. If the location of the shrines was determined by the proximity of the Agora, the shrines must all be relatively late foundations; they cannot antedate the establishment of the Agora. The The concentration of seven phratry shrines in the city of Athens is remarkable. As I have argued, the Attic phratries were local regional groups, with local, regional constituencies. It is anomalous that many phratry shrines should be concentrated in one small area; some explanation is required.
Certainly some phratries must have been associated with the region of the city from preKleisthenic times. Such phratries would naturally have had their ancestral sanctuaries in the later city of Athens. The Therrikleidai (1.9), for instance, seem to have had some connection with an urban deme, Melite. It is likely, then, that the urban shrine of this phratry, the Therrikleion, is the traditional seat of the group.
Many "urban" phratry shrines, however, seem to have been secondary, subsidiary sanctuaries of phratries whose primary, traditional seats were located in the countryside. The Thymaitian phratry (I.8), for example, although it is attested only in the city of Athens, very probably had its traditional shrine at or near its homonymous deme, Thymaitadai. The phratry of the Medontidai (1.9) may also be attested both in the city of Athens and in the Attic countryside.
The clearest example of the relationship between rural phratry and urban Athens is provided by the Decrees of the Demotionidai (1.3). As we have seen,93 this phratry had its traditional center in Dekeleia. Evidently, however, by the middle of the 4th century many members of the phratry resided in the city of Athens, and so when it was necessary to contact all members of the phratry, notices were posted both in Dekeleia, "at the shrine of Leto," and in the city of Athens at the place "which the Dekeleians frequent" (1.3, lines 121-125; cf. lines 52-64).
It is clear that in the Archaic and Classical periods there was a general, steady, and progressive movement of population from Attica to Athens and the Peiraieus. Certainly by the end of the 5th century large numbers of those with rural demotics lived in the city.94 Consequently the constituencies of many rural phratries must have been split between the vicinity of the phratry shrine and the city of Athens. The migration of members of the Demotionidai from Dekeleia to Athens was perhaps accelerated by a unique event: the Spartan occupation of Dekeleia. Nevertheless it is likely that many other phratries had similar problems: substantial numbers of members living in the city of Athens.
The Demotionidai evidently had only their shrine at Dekeleia; when they needed to communicate with their urban constituency, they made use of the informal urban meeting place of the Dekeleian deme. Other phratries did have urban shrines. I would suggest that one function of these shrines was to serve as ad hoc meeting places for the city-dwelling members of rural phratries. These "auxiliary" shrines would not replace the traditional centers of the various phratries. For initiations, sacrifices, and business city dwellers would have to make the trek back to the ancestral shrine, as, for example, is specifically required in the Decrees of the Demotionidai.
The concentration of phratry shrines in the city of Athens, then, may be explained specifically with reference to the location of the political center of the state, i.e. the Agora, and the gradual concentration of the Attic population in the city of Athens. Both of these phenomena are easily comprehensible in more general terms as effects of the "Synoikism of Attica", that is, the unification of the Athenian state.95
PHRATRY CONSTITUENCY AND PHRATRY SHRINE
Once it is granted that the Attic phratries possessed shrines in specific locations in Attica, it becomes obvious that the phratry has a kind of "geographic character". The relationship between the location of the phratry shrine and the residence of the constituency of the phratry must naturally be examined next. There is no evidence whatsoever for the specific membership of any phratry before the 5th century B.C. There are some indications, however, that in the 5th century and later the membership of a phratry was, in a general and loose way, limited to the geographic area in the immediate vicinity of the shrine. The evidence is to be found in the correspondence between the demotics of phratry members and the location of their phratry shrine.
As is well known, the use of the demotic in Athenian nomenclature is a side effect of the Kleisthenic reforms. In 508/7 the law-giver enrolled the citizen body of Athens in a number of small, local units of administration called demes. Originally, the membership of these units was determined by place of residence: individuals were enrolled in demes in the immediate vicinity of their homes. After the initial registration, however, membership in the deme was inherited. No matter where an individual might come to take up residence, he remained a member of that deme in which his paternal ancestor had been registered at the time of Kleisthenes; thus, strictly, the demotic may be taken only as an indication of the residence of the family in 508/7.96
In practice, however, most Athenians seem to have been reluctant to leave their ancestral homes in the Attic countryside. Although some population movements may be discerned in Attica in the Classical period, chiefly an emigration from countryside to town, a large number of Athenians continued to reside (or at least to maintain a house) in the vicinity of the deme of their fathers. So, after 508 and even down into the 4th century, the demotic often reflects the actual place of residence of the individual.97
As the Athenians were loath to leave their traditional homes in the Classical period, it is not unreasonable to speculate that a similar conservativism governed their behavior in Archaic times. In general it seems likely (and in the specific cases of some noble families, it is The demotics of the members of the various Attic phratries, so far as they may be checked, are uniformly concentrated in the immediate vicinity of the phratry shrine. In most cases, membership is virtually confined to one deme, that in which the shrine is located. Phratry members may also come from neighboring demes, though less commonly. Very rarely are members of a phratry known to be affiliated with demes far distant from the phratry shrine.
A general confirmation of this observation is provided by the orator Aischines' description of his phratry (1.19), which shared its altars with the genos of the Eteobutadai. The phratry shrine was surely located in Boutadai, the deme and ancestral home of most members of the genos. The members of the genos must have also been members of the phratry, since the two groups shared altars. Thus, in this case, phratry membership seems to be dominated by a large local group.
An analogous though much more controversial instance of a large local group within a phratry is provided by the "Decrees of the Demotionidai" (I.3). This phratry's shrine was located in the deme of Dekeleia. The long inscription which records the phratry's admission procedures mentions two groups: the Demotionidai and the "OlKOS. of the Dekeleians." No matter how one interprets the role and identity of this latter group, as phratry, genos, or demesmen, the reference to Dekeleia in its name is surely significant.99 The majority of the group must have resided in or near Dekeleia, where the phratry seat was located.
As is usual and to be expected, the best known individual phratry-members are the powerful and wealthy, in this context, officials and benefactors of the various phratries. These people provide the majority of specific examples of the "geographic delimitation" of phratry membership. In the case of the Demotionidai (1.3), the priest Theodoros, son of Euphantides, and the proposer of one of the decrees, Nikodemos, were members of Dekeleia, where the phratry shrine was located. The phratriarch, a certain Pantakles, came from the neighboring deme of Oion Dekeleikon. The two phratriarchs of the Dyaleis (1.4), Kallikles and Diopeithes, both came from the deme of Myrrhinous, which also was the seat of that phratry. In another instance a prominent and wealthy man, Arrheneides, and his son are honored by an anonymous phratry (I. 1 2.A) for their generosity in paying to furnish the phratry's temple; both individuals are affiliated with Paiania, the deme where that phratry's shrine was located.
There is typically less evidence for the relationship between the location of the phratry sanctuary and the deme affiliations of the less prominent members of the phratry. Nevertheless, the available indications seem to indicate that the bulk of a phratry's membership was concentrated in the neighborhood of the phratry shrine. I have already discussed the larger groups mentioned in connection with the phratries of Aischines (I. 19) and the Demotionidai (1.3). In another case, a mortgage stone of unknown provenience (1.17) mentions four groups and an individual. All may belong to the same phratry. The regional affiliations of only two of these groups may be specifically located: the phraters with Nikon of Anaphlystos and the phraters with Eratostratos of Anaphlystos. The coincidence of demotic here is suggestive: this phratry, I would speculate, has its seat near Anaphlystos, and most of its members would have come from that same deme.
The most important evidence for deme affiliations of phratry members is paradoxically a consistent omission: as de Sanctis remarked long ago, demotics are often omitted from an association's documents when they are common to the majority of the members of that association.'00 Phratries certainly were concerned to have full identification of all their members, including demotics. This is clear from the last of the decrees of the Demotionidai, which requires that a deposition be made to the phratriarch of every candidate's "name, patronymic, demotic, and the name and demotic of his mother's father" (1.3, lines 1 19-121 Nevertheless, as a rule in phratry inscriptions demotics are provided only in cases where a member belongs to a deme other than that in which the phratry seat is located.
This practice of omission may be verified in two inscriptions, both of which concern prominent members of a phratry. In the inscription of the Demotionidai ( priests so far considered; they are accordingly less likely to be known from other documentation. It is virtually impossible to obtain positive identification of these humble individuals, particularly in the absence of demotic (I.12 .B) and even, in some cases, patronymic (I.1 8).
The first list of phratry members is an early 4th-century dedicatory catalogue of a phratry subdivision from Paiania (1.12.B), which must have been the location of the phratry's shrine. The inscription lists some 20 individuals, most of whom are related to one another. In no case are their demotics supplied. None are certainly attested elsewhere.103 Certainly they must all be members of the same deme: so much can be deduced with near certainty from their patrilinear, familial connections. Furthermore, there must be a strong predisposition to regard them as demesmen of Paiania, since the inscription was erected in that deme. If indeed these individuals all belong to the deme of Paiania, as I believe is very likely, then this catalogue provides striking confirmation of de Sanctis' hypothesis.
Even more suggestive is the catalogue of thiasotai (I. 1 8). The inscription was discovered at Katsipodi, the site of the ancient deme of Alopeke. If indeed this inscription emanates from a phratry, the shrine must have been located in or near that deme. Some of the names provided in these lists of thiasoi are qualified by demotic, the majority are not. I would suggest, with de Sanctis, that the inclusion or omission of demotic in this catalogue is dictated by the location of the association's shrine.
In this inscription members of such demes as Agryle, Euonymon, Kedoi, and Kephissia are specifically identified by demotic. Alopeke was one of the largest demes of ancient Attica; it is the deme in which the inscription was found. Nevertheless, its demotic is nowhere mentioned in the catalogue. It would be remarkable if no one from Alopeke belonged to this association: it is far more likely that the majority of individuals listed were affiliated with that deme. The absence of patronymic and demotic in many cases makes certain identification of individuals virtually impossible. As was noted in the catalogue, however, most names without demotic find ready parallels in the prosopography of Alopeke; one or two names are rare enough to permit their identification with confidence.
It might be objected that the habit of omission is not absolutely consistent in all phratry documents. So the phratry of the Dyaleis (1.4), which had its seat in Myrrhinous, provides the demotics of their twin phratriarchs, both of whom are also from Myrrhinous. In the same manner demotics are provided for two men of Anaphlystos, members of an anonymous phratry (I.17) which evidently had its seat in that same deme. Both of these documents, however, are records of official financial transactions, not inscriptions meant only for the phratry. In these cases, then, I would suggest that it is the character of the inscription which seems to dictate the abnormally formal and complete record of names.
The practice of omitting the demotic for members of the phratry who belong to the immediately adjacent deme says a great deal about the ancient Athenian understanding of the relationship between phratry and deme. It suggests an especially close link between the phratry and the deme nearest to it, as though the phratry is somehow attached to the deme (or vice versa). It also implies a significant overlap between members of the phratry and members of the deme. Surely by omitting to mention such demotics, the phraters are tacitly assuming that members of the given deme are regularly and virtually always members of their phratry.
Although this habit of omission implies a high degree of correspondence between the memberships and a close identification of certain individual demes and phratries, it should be apparent that no simple one-to-one deme/phratry correlation existed. In a number of cases, we learn of phratry members who are affiliated with demes other than that with which the phratry is principally associated. It is noteworthy, however, that these demes are usually in the close vicinity of the phratry shrine. So, for example, the phratriarch of the Demotionidai (1.3) came from Oion Dekeleikon rather than Dekeleia, which was home for the majority of the members of the phratry. In the case of the list of OtaoirTat from Alopeke (I.18), a number of members are attested from demes in the immediate neighborhood of Alopeke: Agryle and Euonymon.
Some pieces of information, of course, do not conform to the generalizations made above about the "geographical character" of the phratry. In some rare instances phratry members are affiliated with demes which lie far from the site of their phratry's shrine. So for example the family of Aischines was affiliated with the deme of Kothokidai (which lay beyond Eleusis, toward Oinoi), but belonged to a phratry which had its seat in Boutadai (near the Kephissos river on the Sacred Way, close to Athens; see 1.19). At least one of the Otao&rTat mentioned in the list from Alopeke (I.18) came from Kephissia, a considerable distance to the north of Alopeke.
This evidence, as is so often the case in ancient history, provides a less complete and even sampling of phratry members than might be desired. Only two inscriptions may provide anything like a representative sampling of a phratry's constituency (I.1 2.B and 1.18). In most cases attested members are the wealthy and powerful within the group. Nevertheless, the available indications are consistent and should not be ignored or underestimated. They are confirmed by the attitude implicit in the omission of the local demotic from phratry documents: most members of a phratry resided in the immediate area of and even in the deme adjacent to the phratry shrine.
The constituency of the phratry, however, does not coincide with that of a deme in any simple way. Although many phratries considered themselves primarily associated with one particular deme, it nonetheless seems that individuals residing in the vicinity of a given shrine, regardless of deme affiliation, might belong to that phratry. Only very rarely is a phratry member attested who is affiliated with a deme at any great distance from the phratry shrine. Thus each phratry had a kind of "geographic character", defined by the population of the region of their phratry shrine.
CONCLUSION
In the time of Kleisthenes demotics were assigned on the basis of place of residence. It has been shown that a significant relationship exists between demotics attested within a phratry and the location of the phratry shrine. So it seems that at the time of Kleisthenes most phraters lived in the vicinity of their phratry shrine.
During the 5th and 4th centuries there is no certain way of telling where the residence of any particular demesman may have been. Although there is reason to think that much of the population of Attica remained in their ancestral demes, there certainly was a perceptible migration from rural demes to the city of Athens in this period. Such emigrants, however, would have remained members of the demes and phratries of their paternal ancestors and must have returned to these regularly to participate in their various ceremonies and rites. In this period the perceived connection between the phratry and its local deme remains vigorous, as is shown by the "practice of omission" of local demotics from phratry documents.
As I remarked at the beginning of this paper, Roussel has recently shown that tribal groups, such as the phratry, are not found in tribal Greek states, but only in the settled, geographically fixed world of the polis. The phratry, in other words, was not in origin a kinship group, but a unit of the polis, which was made to resemble kinship groups. Thus the issue of kinship is a red herring. The phratry was in origin a political entity, an institution of the polis. There is no reason, no evidence for the conjecture that the phratry was in the Archaic period or at any time some kind of "pure" kinship group. It is far simpler and more reasonable to suppose that the territorial character of the institution in the Classical period is a continuation and reflection of the essential and original nature of the group. Accordingly I conclude that the phratries of Attica were in origin local groups, which drew their membership from the districts surrounding their phratry centers. This character survives in the Classical period, when the phratry's membership seems to have been largely composed of individuals from the immediate vicinity of the phratry shrine. This conclusion will, I believe, be controversial, for it contradicts the communis opinio regarding the basic nature of the phratry. Certainly it raises as many problems as it solves. What, for example, might be the role of a territorial phratry in the Archaic constitution of Athens? in the Classical constitution? What precisely might be the relationship between the phratry and the Classical deme? What role did the territorial phratry play in the "Synoikism of Attica"? in Kleisthenes' reorganization of the Attic countryside? A re-evaluation of such questions will be necessary.
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